moment that consecrated the geography of apartheid. Some narratives will note, often critically, that in its post-apartheid hearings on the land reform process, the South African government's key point of insistence was that the 1913 date for the beginning of consideration for restitution was non-negotiable despite the fact that a great deal of dispossession predates the Native Lands Act.
The land narrative will continue. From a sometimes reluctant acceptance that 1913 defines the current government's position, the story will jump to 1994, with the government's bright hopes for redistribution. The three kinds of government-sponsored land-reform processes will be outlined: redistribution, restitution and tenure reform (Mapadimeng 2003) . Then, depending on the author's interests, the narrative forks; some accounts might compare the government's failure to live up to its 1994 promises of redistribution or land tenure reform; some commentaries might note the World Bank's influence on the policy process might be mentioned, together with its unrealistic cost projections, and this might be used to explain the ANC's disappointing pace of land reform (Williams 1996) ; organised social movement resistance to the pace of the reform might be explored in other examinations (Greenberg 2004) , or perhaps the difficulty of overcoming chiefly objections (Ntsebeza 2003) , a legacy of the sedimented colonial dualities of citizen and subject (Mamdani 1996) . The logistical scale of the task facing the ANC in its promise to complete restitution of all land claims before the end of 2005 will be problematised in yet other examinations. Citizenship, and its shifting historical contours (Marks 1986) , the once-inseparability of land from claims of freedom and independence (Mbeki 1964) : these constitute other branches from the trunk of land literature, and ones that have also received recent critical scrutiny (Bernstein 1996) .
Many scholars, further, take the land question to be the correlate to the (somewhat vaguely defined) agrarian question (see (McMichael forthcoming) for a helpful review).
Under these accounts, land features primarily as a productive resource, a means of production. It does so because the internal logic of the account views class formation and struggle as premised on the basis of the ownership of the means of production, in this case, land. High peasants and feudal lords are able to oppress on the basis of ownership of land -the landless, serfs and sundry subalterns suffer as a result of their lack of ownership. Struggle ensues.
Of course, I am doing some violence to these texts -from Mbeki to Ntsebeza, there is a more radical interpretation possible through this literature (see (Hendricks 2003: ; Hendricks 2004 ) for a synthesis). Yet with the South African government increasingly keen to write itself a narrative against Zimbabwe (Moyo and Yeros 2004) , a narrative in which the government can accept difference and adopt a 'big tent' approach, the land question seems, at least as far as the government is concerned, to have been sown together. The land question has become fixed under the sign of redistribution -it is a question of the mechanisms of transfer of individual property rights, from one racial group to another. It is carried out under the aspect of racial justice, which in turn has come to mean a particular 'rule of law', one that is compatible with the building of a new black middle class.
Yet despite the tendency for studies around land to take a similar point of departure, and a similar set of premises, a gamut of answers, a clear definition of the question seems elusive. Or, better, it seems clear that the 'land question' refers to different clusters of social, political and cultural problems, for different people, different scholars, different groups. It is an issue that invokes complex issues of history, entitlements, politics, economies, geographies, religions and social relations. In deploying the 'land question', in laying it on the table, one stakes a vast complex of claims. Yet despite its original complexity, the land question invariably gets collapsed into a range of slightly more tractable, manageable, problems whether this collapse is authored by the state, the party, the coalition or the community organisation. This paper attempts to take an orthogonal view of struggles over land, in order to reiterate a methodology that, while not new, has been applied a little less frequently than one might have hoped, with the result that a good number of questions over land haven't been asked. This paper argues that to cede a specific interpretation of the 'land question' is to accept a constellation of assumptions which 'think for us', and which come to constitute an epistemic community after the fact. Particular conceptions of justice and law, for example, regulate whether certain courses of action and change are possible or indeed 'thinkable'. It is unthinkable in South Africa at the moment, for instance, that land would be nationalised and private property relations revoked, whereas it was a provision that was, in Mozambique, a pre-requisite for peace (Nhantumbo 2000) .
The boundaries of the possible, and the thinkable, are sites of struggle. The World Bank, for instance, offers dehistoricised extrapolations in the service of specific productive arrangements that seem to owe more to specific ideological commitments than to evidence about land. Compare for example, the World Bank's 1981 report, also known as the Berg report, to Kinsey and Binswanger (1993) , and to the World Bank's more recent report on the land question (World Bank 2002) . These understandings of 'the land question' invoke specific history, economics, and politics, they also spawn specific debates, specific areas in which disagreement is possible and can be rendered sensical, and they both recommend specific policies. In adopting a particular understanding of the land question is to have made, to some extent, a prior ideological commitment to a specific knowledge about that question's content and, therefore, to have prefigured the answer to the question before one has even begun to explore it. Through relations of power such at these are women rendered invisible from the land question (Whitehead and Tsikata 2003) . As Shamim Meer notes in her Women, Land and Authority: Perspectives from South Africa, existing approaches to women's effective disenfranchisement:
'tend to suggest quick-fix solutions. [which result] in a simplification of the problem at hand, an underestimation of the complexities involved and a tendency to assume that legal and technicist solutions will adequately address the problem' (Meer 1997: 1).
Such solutions, as Walker notes, depend on fixed historical assumptions of racial purity, gender relations and ratiocinated understandings of the state (Walker 2000: ; Walker 2003 ). These solutions, I argue, will never be adequate to the problem because they are only thinkable as a result of the possibility of deeper issues around gender being erased (Agarwal 1994: Deere and León de Leal 2001) . In other words, the failure to subject the land question to scrutiny isn't only an academic deficit -it has real-world repercussions in the domain of policy, and justice.
In this methodological intervention into the land debate, I want to unpick the question of "who owns the land" by destabilising two terms in the question -the notion of ownership, and to understand not as a productive resource, but as a means of reproduction. First, I
turn to the idea of ownership which, as Shivji notes in his classic (1975) study, itself deserves to be the object of circumspection. The idea of 'ownership', as the regulatory institution with which we are familiar, in which people are able to own their labour power in the same way that they own other factors of production, is barely 500 years old.
Indeed, as Wood observes, modern capitalism itself is premised on a notion of ownership of land (Wood 2000) . Without the process of Enclosure, its privatisation of land and concomitant alienation of labour, labour markets would not exist, and without them, no modern capital.
The key here is the character of social relations around land. Land itself need not be a productive resource. It can, for instance, feature in a narrative in which it is exclusively a reproductive resource, which is to observe that it is a prerequisite for social reproduction, for the maintenance of labour. The army of surplus labour needs, after all, somewhere to sleep. By taking the productive character of land out of the land question, it becomes easier to see that the posing of good 'land questions' involves asking not just who owns the land and who wants it, but asking about the institutions that regulate space and place, and the people produced through this regulation and the struggles against it, as Massey notes in her Space, place, and gender (1994) . To understand 'land questions' is to understand how people relate to the materiality of land, how they themselves are constituted in space relative to one another, and to their environment. In other words, I look in this paper at how land is constituted in stories about control and ownership, how misdiagnosed, and how central in the development of a politics in which class and class consciousness features increasingly.
The argument I make is that the materiality of land, its place in space, and its meanings are all subject to contestation, construction and reconstruction. There is a dialectical relation through which the land question is lived. To ask a land question is to ask, in effect, about the history of social relations, and their present configuration, and about where the meaning of land is at the moment. And, more than this, as Pierre Hadot has observed about philosophy (Hadot 1995) , the land question is not merely an academic question -it is a way of life.
Theory
Among the institutions that shape, and in turn are shaped by, these interactions are four that are often elided: nation, citizenship, state and party. These are far more slippery terms than they might at first appear because a suitable deconstruction of each would then involve an investigation into how each of these in turn regulates community, family and body (Derrida 1976) . Each of nation, citizenship, state and part is subject to the striations of gender and race, and each has its own internal contradictions, fiercely fought over.
There is tension in almost every part of sufficient size between 'leadership' and 'grassroots'. In any country of non-homogenous identities, traditions and backgrounds, which is to say in every country, the terrain of 'nation' is deeply contested (Anderson 1983) . The state itself is far from homogenous, with its various fiefdoms and bureaucracies the subject of the very earliest sociological enquiry (Weber, Henderson and Parsons 1964) .
I note the lack of fixity around these terms to draw attention to the fact that there is a constant and ongoing attempt to fix the meaning, ambit and understanding of each of them, through both the power of state and party, but through struggles in the streets and in the home. The mechanism through which many land questions already think their answers for us lies in the uninterrogated meaning of each premise, which has already been fixed according to a relation of power. Foucault's thoughts on the relation of power and knowledge are important guides here. Foucault argues that There is a battle 'for truth', or at least 'around truth' -it being understood once again that by truth I do not mean 'the ensemble of truths which are to be discovered and accepted', but rather 'the ensemble of rules according to which the true and the false are separated and specific effects of power attached to the true', it being understood also that it's not a matter of a battle 'on behalf' of the truth, but of a battle about the status of truth and the economic and political role it plays. (Foucault 1980: 132) Truth, then, is itself the subject of contest. By aiming at specific configurations of truth, the production of knowledge attempts to stake out a territory within, takes an explicit relation to, and attempts to shift existing relations of power. The keenest observer of this back and forth, of the process through which material and ideological clashes are fought daily, is Antonio Gramsci (1992) . His understanding of hegemony might be paraphrased as the permanent politics of move and counter-move, fought not merely by classes but through subtler co-optations and blocs, reflecting the configuration of forces within classes, that aims to secure and maintain domination through a mixture of coercion and consent. The meaning of terms matters, for meaning is both an object of struggle, and the means to secure further victories. If consensus can be created through the limitation of the ambit of a question within certain parameters, a struggle is won before it is explicitly fought.
Knowledge is the way 'truth' becomes powerful, and these insights have informed more recent sociological and anthropological explorations into 'Battlefields of Knowledge' (Long and Long 1992: ; Peters 2000) . Of course, the dematerialisation involved in a simple understanding of knowledge has, correctly, come in for criticism (Goss 1996) . But by inflecting discursive analysis with a commitment to materialism, the benefits of which were, incidentally, best illustrated with respect to South Africa (Hall 1996) , important scholarship is possible. The problematising of knowledge about land has, to some extent, already been advanced, particularly by Leach and Mearns (1996) ; their work runs counter to official narratives of African incompetence in land management, demonstrating that colonial authorities had accused their subjects of deforestation when, in fact, historical photographic evidence showed quite the opposite. More recent work on the use of knowledge in Africa (Briggs and Sharp 2004) focuses more explicitly on the international processes of authorisation that legitimise or delegitimise knowledge, subaltern and otherwise (Pithouse 2003) , Eurocentric or Afrocentric (Mafeje 2003 ). Yet the contests over truth are not only being fought at the international level. National level discourses, especially ones that invoke land as a symbol for citizenship is used in the production of state-level, and state-authored discourses of community. Benedict Anderson argues this forcefully in his 'Imagined Communities' pointing, crucially, to the link between the spread of 'print capitalism' -and the importance therefore of the creation of shared meaning -but also the fact that print capitalism develops at precisely the time that the 'Enlightenment and Revolution were destroying the legitimacy of the divinely-ordained, hierarchical dynastic realm' (Anderson 1983: 6-7) . The new arbiter of territory would no longer be the king -it would be the state. And it would govern not by divine right, but through jurisdiction.
At the heart of the discussion of any land question, the highest term in jurisdiction, the concept that has been most stabilised, most normalised, most subject the operation of power that has transformed a once unique and viciously imposed institution into an ordinary fact of every day life, is 'ownership'. Marx offers some theoretical guidelines in understanding ownership in his discussion in the Economic Manuscripts of 1861-63. In the discussion of surplus value, and of the labourer, Marx discusses the foundational and common moment. In Marx's later texts, the phrase becomes not 'ownership of', but 'relation to' the means of production (see, e.g. (Marx, Fowkes and Fernbach 1977: vI,ch11), following Marx's own unfurling of the concept. But his work here considers the normalization of how 'ownership' and its corollary, 'sale', are integral to modern capitalism.
But he owes his ability to appropriate for himself the whole product of his own labour, whereby the excess of the value of his product over the average price for instance of his day's labour is not appropriated by a third master, not to his labour -which does not distinguish him from other workers -but to his ownership of the means of production. It is therefore only through ownership of the latter that he obtains control of his own surplus labour, and thus he relates to himself as wage labourer as his own capitalist. The separation of the two appears as the normal relation in this society. Therefore where it does not take place in practice it is assumed, and, as we have just shown, so far correctly; for (unlike e.g. the conditions of ancient Rome or Norway) (or American conditions in the North West of the United States) the unification of the two appears here as accidental, their separation as normal, and therefore the separation is retained as the relation, even when one person unites the different functions.
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If we understand the institutions through which ownership is rendered normal, we stand a good chance of revisiting some of the pre-thought thinking integral in the land question.
Ownership is, after all, a socially wrought institution, accompanied by ideas of justice and history. Any examination of the ownership of land necessarily is an investigation of the social relations through which a person or group is able to use or decide how others could use a particular part of the world, and therefore an investigation into the systems through which those relations obtain and become believed. Attempts both to maintain or to destabilize those relations draw on a pool of common language, over and through which the right to manufacture truth claims is fought (Long and Long 1992) . It should not come as a surprise, then, that among the loci of struggle are powerful mobilizing concepts of nationhood, citizenship and justice. These institutions are part of the apparatus of social sanction and dominion, but they are not so inevitably. To view citizenship, even in its most flayed and simple juridical terms, as merely what is defined by the authors of a given constitution is to miss the fights over that constitution.
3 It is to miss, in other words, the ways in which hegemony is both constructed, and in which it is constantly contested.
<Figure 1>
This is a map of the Clare Estate area in Durban. In the centre of it is the Bisasar Road At its north east rim, we see the Kennedy Road shack settlement, which has been there for over two decades. It was initially a small group of shacks, but it grew at the end of apartheid, with the rescinding in the 1980s of the Influx Control Laws. 9 Africans from rural areas who had previously been prohibited from entering Durban were now free to look for work in the city, though they were invariably too poor to access formal housing.
Today, the population of the settlement stands at between six and seven thousand people, who have access to six water pipes and rudimentary sanitation.
The undesirability of the land at the edge of a major solid waste facility, the need for lowcost-low-skill workers in the city, and the municipality's inability to provide formal housing for Africans who were using their newfound freedom of movement to search for work, these three factors for work all meant that the state found it convenient to allow poor people to live in shacks. This general feature, noted recently by The Economist (2007), was augmented by a further political consideration -that the residents of the electoral ward in which the shacks were located were not historically members or 8 See Jagarnath 2006. for a definitive history of race relations in nearby Sydenham. 9 As Pithouse and Butler note: "In 1923 the state sought to stem the flow of people into the cities with the policy of Influx Control that aimed to prevent Africans from moving to cities, to force those (mostly men) with permits to inhabit segregated workers' quarters and those without permits to leave. It stayed, in different versions, on the statute books until 1986 and was replaced, in 1990-1, by a "non-racial urban policy framework designed largely by the think-tanks of big business" [2] with the Urban Foundation being the major player." Pithouse, Richard, and Mark Butler. 2007. supporters of the ANC. KwaZulu-Natal was the epicentre of apartheid-state-sponsored organizing by the Inkatha Freedom Party, a party which matched the apartheid vision of a state divided through separate racial and national identities. Within Durban, and within the middle class areas in which shackdweller communities formed, the ANC's concern was with a different party.
Figures for the 1999 election suggest a strong presence of the Democratic Party, a party to the right of the ANC, with a constituency in which white, coloured and Indian voters were represented in higher proportion than the ANC. In Clare Estate, with many voting stations for 1999 reporting higher returns for the Democratic Party than for the ANC.
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The districts into which poor people had been allowed were districts in which the ANC did substantially better. 11 This isn't a particularly South African phenomenon -poor people are used as vote banks throughout the world (Fernandes and Heller 2006) . The migration to these middle class areas of large numbers of Africans, who were organized in situ to support the ANC, secured consistently higher returns at the polls for the ruling party. And there it might have remained, with the ANC's hegemony intact, with the Democratic Party struggling to maintain a falling electoral presence, and with shackdwellers as the faithful and local sirens of the ANC's national majority. But it was not to be. 12 For the people were unhappy. Khan's ongoing activism saw as its goal both the cessation of polluting activities at the dump, the reimbursement of affected landowners at a fair market value rate, and the relocation of shackdwellers to other housing concomitant with the government's own housing plans. 16 Under these plans, shackdwellers from Kennedy Road were slated to be relocated from there to Verulam, a town a few dozen kilometers away from Clare Estate, which was widely perceived to lack adequate housing facilities, education or healthcare. the shackdweller's website, which I administer, and at which is an archive of academic work about the movement at http://www.abahlali.org 13 I have written elsewhere of the tensions in Kennedy Road, and the problems of representing them Patel, Raj. (Forthcoming) . Many of the details in the following summary ought, then, to be read with caution, in the knowledge that their representation involves a positioning on my part. Nonetheless, for the purposes of the argument being brought forward here, the matters of fact remain true. 14 For more, see Lodge (1983) and Maylam and Edwards (1996) . 15 The dump is, however, the source of employment for some residents of the Kennedy Road settlement. Other work explores this tension further Patel, Raj. (Forthcoming) . 16 Which were only fully revealed to shackdwellers after an application under the Promotion of Access to Information Act. The full documents received, which still lack vital details, are available at http://www.abahlali.org/node/279
Most of all, the housing was far from the jobs and economic possibilities that had brought shackdwellers to Kennedy Road in the first place.
The view that the shackdwellers are dupes, fooled by the municipal authorities into believing that work and other benefits will be made available to them from the dump, but that shackdwellers are pawns in a bigger game of which they are unaware, is one shared (People First) and not property prices," he said.
He points to an empty plot of land adjacent to the settlement, "They promised to build us housing on that side ... we don't want to move to Verulam, we like it here in [electoral] ward 25." (Langanparsad 2006) Articulating the fetishisation of land, nationhood, party and citizenship, Ndabankulu conjures the memories of anti-apartheid struggle, the promises it brought, the slogans generated within it, and the disappointments in the wake of 1994. It is an analysis that demonstrates that shackdwellers need not have been cast as hapless and ignorant dupes, and it's a reminder that some civil society analysis, while offering progressive politics, can in its agnosticism around class, fall to forces of reaction. 18 Ndabankulu's words reward further analysis in this regard, and we will return to them below, but to be able to do it justice, some clarification and exegesis on the pro-active character of shackdweller analysis and organizing is necessary. The final detail in Figure 1 above is an area of land less than a hectare in size. It's the land that Ndabankulu was pointing to in the above quotation. It is known to all as 'the promised land', a moniker it earned as a result of its being promised, repeatedly over the course of a decade, to the residents of the Kennedy Road shack settlement.
Through the promising, the land achieved somewhat mythic status, an embodiment of the post-apartheid dividend that was temporarily in limbo, but that when disbursed to the The rupture of the shackdwellers with the ANC happened at the same time that the party came under increasing attack for its failure to address growing inequality, and a widespread feeling that it had betrayed the poor. Although shackdwellers in Durban had organised into South Africa's largest social movement independent of the state, 21 the discontent to which it gave voice was being manifest nationwide. In 2005, over 6000 demonstrations, legal and illegal, were organised in South Africa. 22 In a bid to downplay them, the state referred to them as 'spontaneous service delivery protests' (Cape Argus 2005). In fact, the protests were rarely spontaneous, nor were they about service delivery (as we see in the case of the Kennedy Road protests, which were the culmination of over a decade of promise and betrayal). The description itself, however, painted the participants in the protest as unthinking, and of the government's failure as singularly a failure to provide, rather than as the broader demobilisation and deskilling of its citizens.
These rhetorical moves were augmented by two further manoeuvres which Foucault might have predicted in advance -the denomination of its critics as insane or criminal (Foucault 1979; 1988 his concern for the poor, the hungry, the oppressed and the voiceless.' 23 Such attempts at delegitimisation were the stock in trade of the apartheid regime, and it is ironic that it was Helen Zille, of the Democratic Alliance and mayor of Cape Town, who observed that 'It is a very poor reflection on the post-apartheid government that it is using exactly the same tactics in an attempt to silence him' (SAPA 2004).
Mbeki himself was at pains to address the discontent of poor people around his government's performance. In a speech in mid 2005, he appealed to the public saying that 'We must stop this business of people going into the street to demonstrate about lack of delivery. These are the things that the youth used to do in the struggle against apartheid' (Mbeki 2005) . The logic here, just to be clear, is that with the end of apartheid comes also The municipal authority met the counter-position of shackdwellers with its own moves, attempting to secure hegemony through fracturing class-based organising with morsels of patronage, and promises for the future. As the elections drew closer, it promised key organisers in the shacks that in exchange for guaranteeing ANC votes, the municipality would re-house them. The municipality also announced, prematurely it turns out, 27 that it was about to house between 15,000 and 20,000 families in a R10 billion development.
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All that the municipality asked from the shackdwellers was a little patience, and that they refrain from embarrassing the government further by talking to the media. It was a request that was met with the response that 'Democracy is not about us being loyal to 27 Again, this has been discovered by the shackdwellers only through recourse to the Promotion of Access to Information Act -and the disclosures made by the government have been incomplete and partial at best. 'We the shackdwellers of Durban, democrats and loyal citizens of the Republic of South Africa, note that this country is rich because of the theft of our land and because of our work in the farms, mines, factories, kitchens and laundries of the rich. We can not and will not continue to suffer the way that we do.'
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The appeal to citizenship, and to loyalty, is also a feature of demands from other protests. 31 Precisely because processes of accumulation are underway, there's a tension.
When Mnikelo Ndabankulu talks of house prices trumping people, he presents an important analysis. His referent to house-prices trumping people points directly to an insight about the transformation of the state in its local government forms, as an agent of the bourgeoisie. It was under these conditions under which the 2006 municipal elections were held, with the shackdwellers pushing for a 'no land no house no vote' position, with local home owners concerned about the value of their property, and with the government taking an increasingly and publicly hard line against the shackdwellers on whom they had relied for a vote. The meaning of the election was, at least as far as the government was concerned, a referendum on its post-apartheid policies, and an opportunity for citizens to participate in a process that would re-confer a mandate for its hegemony.
When the ANC won, it claimed precisely this vindication. As Thabo Mbeki put it:
'Once more the masses of our people have confirmed their confidence in our movement as the leading representative and repository of their hopes and aspirations. For our movement and indeed for all democrats, the days ahead of us must and will be days of celebration.
'There are many things that we must celebrate. We must celebrate the fact that we have further entrenched our position as the largest political formation in our country, freely chosen by our people as the leading party of government in all three spheres of government. We must celebrate the fact that the masses of our people continue to support the ANC perspective of progressive social The two features to note in the election results are, first, a reduced turnout and second, more revealing, a defection away from the Democratic Alliance greater than the increase of the ANC's vote. Indeed, had it not been for the shifting profile of the ANC's vote, it would have lost these two electoral wards. In the end, the African National Congress won because of the votes of those who were not, under apartheid, considered African. Instead, the Democratic Alliance, a party that has a right-of-centre agenda which appeals, in large part, to a middle class constituency, saw its faithful voters draining into the ANC as the ANC marked out its willingness to cater to a new middle class, in the name of catering (as Mbeki fulsomely claimed) to every citizen.
I'm keen here to place the election not as a result, but as a further moment in the ongoing battle for hegemony. The election itself was part of the cut and thrust, of the war of manoeuvre, as Gramsci would put it, in which the understanding of terms like 'democracy', 'citizenship', and nationhood inflect questions of land. Mbeki's claim to be acting for all is somewhat belied by the ballot data, and by the party and police actions which specifically targeted poor and 'badly behaved' Africans living in the city, badly behaved because they dare to claim their rights before the ANC is ready to deliver them, years after they had been promised. Through these actions, the party and state displayed a particular, and important, attitude to shackdwellers, and their citizenship.
Citizens without Citizenship
Giorgio Agamben offers an incisive analysis of citizenship. In his 'Against Human
Rights', he analyses Hannah Arendt's (1943) essay 'We Refugees', in which an assimilated Jew who 'after having been 150 percent German, 150 percent Viennese, 150 percent French' is stripped of all these identities. Agamben sees the refugee as the 'only thinkable figure for the people of our time and the only category in which one may see today -at least until the process of dissolution of the nation-state and its sovereignty has achieved full completion -the forms and limits of a coming political community.' He justifies this by reminding us that 'One of the few rules the Nazis constantly obeyed throughout the course of the "final solution" was that Jews and Gypsies could be sent to extermination camps only after having been fully denationalized (that is, after they had been stripped of even that second-class citizenship to which they had been relegated after the Nuremberg Laws). When their rights are no longer the rights of the citizen, that is when human beings are truly sacred, in the sense that this term used to have in the Roman law of the archaic period: doomed to death.' (Agamben 2003: 8) Refugee camps can be thought of as cities without citizens. What we see in the blossoming shackdweller population in Durban 33 is a variation on this theme.
Communities within the city whose residents provide cheap labour for the middle classes, and who reproduce their own labour in the city, but who can never be embraced as permanent members of that city in the places where they currently reside, those communities are formed of citizens without citizenship. The call of the shackdwellers is that they are 100% South African. The state is, nonetheless, unwilling to accommodate their demands, consonant though they might be with the letter of the constitution, with the documentation of the state.
This points to an important difference between the resistance organised by Sajida Khan and other middle class residents, and that of the shackdwellers. In the case of the former, citizenship rights are assumed, and their attempts to remove the dump from the city, and remove themselves from the vicinity of the dump, proceed on the basis of their assumption of citizenship. The rights of housed families affected by solid waste pollution are legible to the state, and acceptable to it. Notwithstanding the fact that the government has shown itself unwilling to accommodate them, Khan and her fellow residents do not live in fear of arrest. In the case of shackdwellers, whom both Khan and the state homogenise, organising has time and again reasserted not merely their demands, but their right to have those demands heard. They have claimed equality as humans, as South African, as families. They have needed to do this in order simply to claim the right to exist in the city. The language of citizenship is one that the state should, at least in principle, to be able to hear -this is why it is claimed so forcefully. And it is why the state has reacted so forcefully in return, particularly around the shackdwellers' refusal to vote.
Alain Badiou argues that it is worthwhile to subject voting, and democracy as it is currently construed, to close scrutiny. In so doing, he offers an explanation of the state's behaviour:
Today the word 'democracy' is the principal organiser of consensus. It is a word that supposedly unites the collapse of the socialist States, the putative well-being enjoyed in our countries and the humanitarian crusades of the West. In fact, the word 'democracy' concerns what I shall call authoritarian opinion. It is forbidden, as it were, not to be a democrat. More precisely, it stands to reason that humanity aspires to democracy, and any subjectivity suspected of not being democratic is regarded as pathological. At best it refers to a patient re-education, at worst to the right of military intervention by democratic paratroopers.
Thus democracy necessarily elicits the philosopher's critical suspicion precisely insofar as it falls within the realm of public opinion and consensus. Since Plato, philosophy has stood for a rupture with opinion, and is meant to examine everything that is spontaneously considered as normal. If 'democracy' names a supposedly normal state of collective organisation or political will, then the philosopher demands that we examine the norm of this normality. (Badiou 2005b: 78) This, incidentally, implies a restatement of the theory developed by Andreasson (2003) 34 of 'virtual democracy'. Andreasson cites Joseph as defining virtual democracy as 'having a formal basis in citizen rule but with key decision-making insulated from popular involvement and oversight'. While this is certainly going on in the case above, the idea of virtual democracy doesn't explain how the necessity of the formal citizen-based rule also aligns with the actual shifts in demands of the electorate. The ballot becomes at once the most disposable part of democracy, and the most vital symbol of acceptable tyranny. To put it another way, elections are more than simply window dressing on authoritarianism.
They are a way of conscripting citizens to the authoritarian project, a way of creating class-based ownership of the rituals of democratic tyranny, and of legitimizing the exclusion of mass participation because the only opinions that matter have already been 34 It is a view endorsed by Davis (2004) . were involved in the struggle to be free of white minority rule, the ANC has been successful in creating a 'leadership cult '. 36 It is one that is deployed subversively -the language of the ANC, referring primarily to the ranks of the middle class, is that 'all races are welcome'. Shackdwellers have tried to use the discourses of inclusivity to argue that the city should also include them, no matter what their allegiance or ethnicity -for they retain a (tactical) allegiance to the ANC.
Another way of understanding the attachment to the ANC is, however, to understand it as a fidelity to the principles of the anti-apartheid struggle (see (Badiou 2005a ). Badiou's notion of fidelity is this: "To be faithful to an event is to move within the situation that this event has supplemented, but thinking (although all thought is a practice, a putting to the test) the situation according to the event" (Badiou 2001: 41) . The notion here is that the kinds of rupture with experience that produces militants, such as the struggle for freedom from apartheid, demands also that there be a constant positioning (and questioning of that positioning) as a result. Insofar as the ANC contains vestiges of the anti-apartheid event, it commands the fidelity of its militants. But, as it becomes increasingly clear that the party, from top to bottom, has betrayed that event of the struggle against apartheid, the struggle for a deep kind of equality, then a fidelity with the ANC is misplaced -something that the shackdwellers are finding increasingly true of late. They have found, through their investigation of the land question that they are 'exiled without return', removed not only from the land, but from the possibility of citizenship through the party, and the nation. Land is the stage on which this is carried 36 It is part of what I have elsewhere termed 'global fascism'. See Patel and McMichael (2004) .
out, the material condition of possibility. In other words, class struggles about land are lived through the dialectic of material and ideological. Precisely because it is a political experiment that has no safety net, that abjures patronage from the state, it is 'exile without return '. 37 This exile, increasingly, points to a politics beyond the party. Because of the bindings of party and state, it could even point towards a politics that bears a closer resemblance to Agamben's refugees.
Through this exile, and (ironically) through the attempt to gain attention and recognition from the state, shackdwellers are forging new kinds of political community, which 'citizenship' cannot explain, and which relate to territory and place in ways that 'ownership' cannot comprehend. To understand them demands a new kind of land question, one modulated to the politics and moving beyond a land question constituted as an electoral question (and Gill Hart (1991) has offered a way of doing precisely that). It turns out that questions about land, identity, territory, production and reproduction lead us to places far from the well worn paths of 'redistribution, restitution and tenure reform'.
Answering these questions would involve yet more ethnographic work -alongside, for example, the Abahlali baseMjondolo's Women's League, as they struggle to find waged work that they can do within the confines of the settlement (Ekine 2007), while simultaneously taking care of the reproductive work that allows the settlement to exist in the first place. Or alongside the Abahlali prison inmates as they go on hunger-strike to protest their illegal detention and arbitrary arrest. But this work can only begin if it can be thought. If their subalternity can be heard (Spivak 1994) . And this paper has attempted to 37 Pithouse (2006) citing Hallward (2003) . make clear how many barriers have already been erected, before the thinking about land has even started.
